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ABSTRACT 
Media architecture has emerged from and relies upon a range of 
different disciplinary traditions and areas of expertise. As this 
field develops, it is timely to reflect upon the ways in which 
designers of different disciplinary stripes can be brought together 
to collaborate in a design process. What are the means by which 
design teams can establish a ‘common ground’ where design work 
can take place while recognizing the diversity of ways of working 
those different disciplines bring to the process?  
A co-design approach has been the fundamental backbone of the 
InstaBooth project, which has brought together a multi-
disciplinary design team of academics and practitioners. The 
intention of this project has been to explore the combination of 
digital and physical interactions within a small media architecture 
installation to intervene with urban environments and public 
places for the purposes of community engagement. It is by 
exploring the design process of the InstaBooth project that we 
highlight the value of multi-disciplinary collaborations, the 
lessons that can be learned, and the struggles and hurdles along 
the way. This paper highlights the iterative process of design, the 
materials and physical prototypes that were employed to 
ultimately create a working version of the InstaBooth, a media 
architecture that evolves as users push its boundaries and take 
ownership of the installation. The concept of the InstaBooth 
continues to develop not only as more data are collected on its 
mechanics and potentials through observations, interviews and 
workshops, but also as more and more users engage with the 
installation in their individual ways. 
CCS Concepts 
Human-centered computing~Interaction design theory, concepts 
and paradigms; Applied computing~Architecture (buildings); 
Applied computing~Media arts 
Keywords 
Media Architecture; Architectural Design; Interaction Design; Co-
Design; Participatory Design; Prototyping 
1. INTRODUCTION 
Media architecture is an emerging field of design that inherently 
brings together a range of disciplines such as architecture, 
interaction and visual design, HCI, urban informatics, lighting 
designers, media artists, and much more. Brynskov et al. [2] 
define media architecture as, “an overarching concept that covers 
the design of physical spaces at architectural scale incorporating 
materials with dynamic properties that allow for dynamic, reactive 
or interactive behavior. These materials are often digital, but not 
always, and they allow architects and (interaction) designers to 
create spatial contexts for situations using a variety of modalities,” 
(p. 1-2). In previous research we extended this definition to the 
concept of DIY media architecture [4], which enables the 
contributions of the situated users to the content creation of the 
media for their own purposes. The contribution of this paper 
specifically focuses on advancing the knowledge around the 
design process of media architecture by exploring design methods 
and approaches of The InstaBooth [13] (Figure. 1), a small-scale, 
DIY/DIWO media architecture prototype [5] aimed at providing a 
voice to city inhabitants through a series of digital and physical 
playful interactive components. 
 
Figure 1. The InstaBooth Photo Credit: Xavier Ho 
The InstaBooth prototype consists of a portable and collapsible 
structure loosely inspired by a phone booth. Its modular design 
allows different interactive components to be deployed based on 
the type of envisioned community engagement. The InstaBooth 
was initially conceived to deal mainly with the dynamics of public 
consultations, but in developing this concept architectural design 
methods and theories were combined with interactive media and 
urban informatics.  
 
SAMPLE: Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this 
work for personal or classroom use is granted without fee provided that 
copies are not made or distributed for profit or commercial advantage 
and that copies bear this notice and the full citation on the first page. To 
copy otherwise, or republish, to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, 
requires prior specific permission and/or a fee. 
Conference’10, Month 1–2, 2010, City, State, Country. 
Copyright 2010 ACM 1-58113-000-0/00/0010 …$15.00. 
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/12345.67890 
The InstaBooth combines a range of bespoke interaction modules 
to facilitate the creation of dialogue and the sharing of ideas [13]. 
It allows a peer-to-peer interaction between the different users, 
who are able to see and comment on other citizens’ answers in 
order to foster a debate about different social issues. By blending 
digital and analogue modalities a larger cross section of the 
population can participate in the discussion regardless of their 
technical knowledge, access to technology, or ability to read or 
write. Through the InstaBooth users can contribute by drawing a 
picture, writing a note, tweeting a message, voting on a picture, or 
even giving a hug. Digital and physical interactions are blended 
together to allow different users with different attitudes to provide 
feedback. Ultimately, the intention of the InstaBooth is to provide 
an engaging platform that can easily be adapted to collect citizen 
feedback on a range of different topics in different contextual 
settings. 
Over the course of 2015 the InstaBooth was deployed in seven 
different locations around Southeast Queensland, principally in 
the city of Brisbane, Australia. Through each deployment the 
InstaBooth was closely aligned with an event or community 
partner. From these events we have evidence based on interviews, 
observations, workshops, photos and videos that indicate the 
InstaBooth has been an effective tool for community engagement 
and placemaking. The purpose of this paper however is to 
describe in detail the design process of the InstaBooth and to 
highlight how the various stages of this process, including the 
conceptual design, various stages of prototyping, and its 
fabrication have helped to shape the success of our prototype. Co-
design and critical making [17] principles have informed and 
guided the process through which we approached the project.  The 
contribution of stakeholders from different disciplines and 
backgrounds has been critical throughout the evolution of the 
InstaBooth and continue to inform its ongoing development. Not 
only will this paper highlight the positive outcomes and benefits, 
it will also discuss the challenges and hurdles of such an 
undertaking.  
The following sections of this paper examine the principles of 
critical making and co-design as mechanisms to promote 
collaboration across disciplines, followed by a detailed account of 
the design and fabrication stages of the InstaBooth. Like most 
design projects the process has been iterative and not linear. We 
continue to learn through the users of the InstaBooth and the 
design is still ongoing, evolving to suit the different needs of each 
community, aiming to increase its impact and success.  
 
2. CRITICAL MAKING AND CO-DESIGN 
Fischer et al. [10] point out that both scientific and artistic 
innovation arises from “joint thinking, passionate conversation 
and shared struggles” (p.483), which also describes the design 
process and implementation that we undertook to create the 
InstaBooth. Meta-design is a system (techniques, processes, 
objectives) that allows users to be creative by shifting the focus 
from the design of a finished product to the lessons that can be 
learned by making mistakes [9]. This process allows an open 
system for the generation of new insights, new knowledge and 
new understanding [10]. A meta-design strategy is employed in 
the formation of the design process of the InstaBooth where its 
design and implementation is intended to act as a “Creative 
Catalyst” [16] (p.58), to promote a collective creativity experience 
through the processes of drawing, writing, and making.  This 
strategy is continued through the interactive components housed 
within the InstaBooth, which itself takes on the role of being a 
creative catalyst, inspiring its users to share and think creatively. 
Critical making is a method developed by academics at the 
University of Toronto used to acquire insights into the attitudes, 
perceptions and connections people have with technology such as 
3D printing [17, 18, 19, 20]. The aim for critical making, similar 
to HCI research, “is to connect technological systems and 
practices to critical scholarship and ideas. However, where our 
method finds distinction is that we also engage collective hands-
on experimentation (making), the results of which serve as 
‘cultural probes’ [7] that help open conceptual channels of 
discourse to augment traditional ethnographic practices,” [20]. 
Critical making methods include collaborative workshops, 
sessions or meetings that encourage participants to physically 
engage in, experiment with and discuss the making process and 
technology used [20]. 
Emerging from the context of designing work environments and 
computer systems, participatory design is rooted in Scandinavian 
design traditions [1, 14, 15] and has lead to the more recent trend 
of harnessing collective creativity through co-creation, co-design 
[21]. According to Steen, it is the intention of participatory design 
to allow for potential users a role in the design, evaluation and 
implementation [22] of artefacts or processes. Acknowledging 
that the notion that participation is in itself a barrier to 
participatory design as “Participation is difficult human behaviour 
to accommodate since every person and every situation is 
unique,” [12] (p. 249), our intentions for the InstaBooth project 
[13] are in line with Greenbaum and Halskov who believe 
participatory design to be a way to better “facilitate 
communication and cooperation between people with diverse 
backgrounds” [8] (p. 47). Based on participatory design principles 
we recognize that the process we undertook to design the 
InstaBooth was more inline with current definitions of co-design, 
where the researchers/designers supported potential users in 
developing conceptual ideas and knowledge [22]. Therefore, 
combining critical making and co-design methods has been the 
backbone of the creation and implementation of the InstaBooth.  
 
3. THE DESIGN STAGES 
The InstaBooth was funded through a competitive internal 
university grant scheme, which aims to engage industry and 
community partners in research projects. The InstaBooth project 
was conceived at the Queensland University of Technology 
(QUT) Creative Industries School of Design. The research team 
comprised a cross-disciplinary group of academics from the 
disciplines of architecture, interior design, interaction and visual 
design, human-computer interaction, interior design, urban 
planning and business. It further included academics from the 
California Polytechnic University (CalPoly) at San Luis Obispo in 
the U.S., industry partners from local architecture and engineering 
practices, and professional groups, which provided a wealth of 
knowledge and richness to the project. Drawing upon the different 
contextual experiences, design traditions and practices of a mix of 
interdisciplinary contributors was at times challenging. However, 
understanding the different contributions that each person was 
bringing into the equation, allowed us to respond more 
comprehensively to a range of issues and potential backgrounds. 
The richness of the project is a result of the contributions of the 
academics, professionals, and participants involved in the many 
stages of fruition and the critical discussions that resulted from 
their participation in a series of design workshops. The following 
sections will discuss the generation and harnessing of ideas to 
establish common goals and a sequence of events.  
 
3.1 Brainstorming to Bodystorming 
Involving input from many different academics, professionals, 
and participants was promoted through a combination of the co- 
design approach and critical making. Hosting three different 
design workshops over the course of six months from July – 
December 2014 allowed the team to collaborate on design 
objectives, explore design outcomes, and envision future 
possibilities.  
3.1.1 First design workshop 
The first co-design workshop was conducted over a period of 
three days and actively involved the input of undergraduate 
students from the QUT School of Design. The InstaBooth concept 
was presented to the workshop participants and discussed 
focusing on the concept of creating a telephone booth inspired 
multi-media structure to promote community engagement around 
urban design. Figure 2. is the image of the initial design concept 
that was used to articulate our vision for the InstaBooth.  
 
 
Figure 2. The conceptual sketch of the InstaBooth. Photo Credit: 
Glenda Caldwell 
 
The participants were broken up into small groups of 4-5 
participants, each composed of an undergraduate student, 
academics and professionals from a mix of different disciplines. 
Each group spent the afternoon brainstorming and sketching ideas 
for the design of the InstaBooth, Figure. 3. At the end of the 
session the groups presented their ideas and discussions 
proceeded. Based on the feedback the undergraduate students had 
the following day to continue to develop their concepts further on 
their own. On day three all the participants were invited back to 
go over the design evolutions presented by the undergraduate 
students. At the end of the presentations and through discussion a 
series of issues became evident regarding the design proposition 
of the InstaBooth pertaining to; scale, flexibility, materiality, 
weather protection, technology, and construction.  
 
 
Figure 3. Co-design workshop. Photo Credit: Glenda Caldwell 
 
3.1.2 CalPoly Designs 
The initial sketches highlighting these issues required the core 
team to reconsider the objectives and redefine the design brief. 
The revised brief was subsequently shared with our colleagues at 
CalPoly who worked within a third year architectural design 
studio to explore the design further. The CalPoly architecture 
students established design teams with students from arts and 
engineering to further conceptualise an interdisciplinary proposal 
of the InstaBooth. The CalPoly students presented six different 
designs to the QUT team via Skype. The different proposals were 
equally compelling and feasible however based on the budget, and 
feasibility of construction, we selected one of the proposals as a 
basis for further design evolution. The core QUT design team 
worked together to push the design further.  
 
3.1.3 Second design workshop 
A second co-design workshop was organised with the intention to 
confirm the structural design of the InstaBooth and begin to 
explore its interactive components. Participants consisted of 
members of the research team and were recruited amongst RHD 
students of the Urban Informatics Research lab, a cross 
disciplinary group situated between human-computer interaction, 
architecture and urban planning. Using a range of materials 
including large sheets of corrugated cardboard, paper, boxes, 
tubes, string, cables, plastics, glues, ropes and more, the focus of 
the workshop was to create as many prototypes as possible. 
Participants formed groups and began to explore different aspects 
of the InstaBooth. One of the groups focused on the design of the 
InstaBooth and created a 1:1 scaled cardboard model of the 
InstaBooth as seen in Figure 4. This was a critical step towards 
finalizing a construction method and general aesthetic of the 
InstaBooth as it allowed the participants to explore the size, the 
footprint, interior dimensions, and height of it. We agreed that it 
had to allow for at least two people to fit inside the booth, and be 
wide enough to accommodate a wheelchair to be fully accessible. 
  
 
Figure 4. Cardboard scaled prototype of The InstaBooth. Photo 
Credits: Glenda Caldwell 
The interaction designers within the group contributed to the 
workshop by promoting experience prototyping [3] and 
bodystorming methods. By using our bodies to physically feel the 
sense of space provided by the structure we were able to achieve a 
much better understanding of the minimum dimensions for the 
InstaBooth. Specific technologies, such as the oculus rift, touch 
screens and smart-phones, were referred to as possible candidate 
technologies around which participants could imagine and explore 
the technological aspects of the interactions to be incorporated 
into the booth.  Using the large model participants acted out the 
interactions they had created and designed for the InstaBooth. The 
process of performing the interactions and engaging with the 
physical structure of the InstaBooth effectively communicated the 
ideas that were generated and provided a deeper understanding of 
how the InstaBooth would be used in a public space, Figure 5. 
The workshop provided the physical manifestation of ideas, which 
was a progressive step forward in the design process of both the 
structure of the InstaBooth and the interaction content within it 
and how these could be integrated in the final booth.  
 
Figure 5. Cardboard prototype photoshopped into an urban space. 
Photo Credits: Glenda Caldwell 
 
3.1.4 Third design workshop 
A third and final co-design workshop was held a month later 
which followed a similar process as the previous one however 
focused specifically on the more detailed design of further 
interactions. A range of physical materials were used by groups of 
participants to create interactions that specifically focused on the 
original intent of the InstaBooth project which was to record the 
past and design the future for urban environments, Figure 5 and 6.  
 
 
Figure 5. Prototyping interaction modules. Photo Credits: Glenda 
Caldwell 
 
Figure 6. Exploring interaction mechanisms. Photo Credits: 
Markus Rittenbruch 
 
In this instance the large cardboard model of the InstaBooth 
structure was cut into, taped, pinned, drawn on and altered when 
needed to explore the ways in which the interactions would be 
fixed, attached, or embedded in the structure. This was a 
significant opportunity to explore how the booth was truly 
merging media and architecture with the intention to be 
experienced and perceived as a media architecture entity.  
Body storming and simulated interaction approaches were used to 
explore the suitability of different interaction approaches for 
different engagement contexts. The design concepts that emerged 
from the third workshop were informed by the outcomes from the 
previous design workshop, which continued to explore a range of 
digital and physical media. The physical media, largely paper 
based, tended to provide tangible interactions. Alternatively, the 
digital media relied on screens and projectors to display 
applications that could visualise different communication 
channels such as Twitter feeds or photos from Instagram.  
This prototyping process of the interactions highlighted 
contributing factors crucial to the design of the InstaBooth, 
including that the structure had to allow for flexibility, addition or 
removal of interactions, connection to technology and electricity, 
and weather protection.  It was from this point onwards that we 
realised the ideas for the interactions were plentiful and that each 
one had its own set of characteristics and materiality therefore we 
refer to them as interaction modules, which can be interchanged 
or rearranged to suit the context for each deployment. 
 
3.2 The value of prototypes 
Sketches and drawings can often be abstract and difficult to 
convey spatial or performative aspects of an idea therefore the 
combination of the co-design and critical making process, with 
experiential prototyping provided not only a fun and entertaining 
way to explore ideas but fostered creative outcomes. From the 
design workshops twenty-one different digital and physical 
interaction modules were proposed and have been compiled into a 
catalogue of ideas. Out of the initial set of design concepts seven 
were fully developed and placed in the current InstaBooth. To 
supplement the paper based and tangible interactions, Figure 7 is a 
diagram that indicates the incorporation of different technologies 
such as iPads and projectors as interaction modules into the booth. 
The diagram relies on the rendering of the digital model of the 
InstaBooth structure to allow for the depiction of how such 
technologies could be embedded into the structure. This diagram 
raised practical questions as to how the technology would be 
wired in, how it would be fitted, protected and secured into the 
structure. 
 
Figure 7. Envisioning the embedding of technology. Photo 
Credits: Ben Carden 
 
The outcomes of the third design workshop indicate that there is 
further potential to develop more interactions that could be 
employed in the InstaBooth. The co-design workshops were 
successful mechanisms to generate and explore a range of ideas 
and to acquire input from participants outside of the initial design 
team which supports Steen’s argument that through a process of 
co-design, users could be seen as experts in the act of mutual 
learning with designers and planners who could benefit from the 
(tacit) knowledge of users into the research and design process 
[22]. The contributions of the different workshop participants 
have been valuable additions to the design development of the 
structure, the interactions, and performativity of the InstaBooth.  
Acknowledging that the two distinct fields of architecture and 
interaction design largely informed the workshops and the design 
process is worth reflecting on. Although both disciplines work 
with similar design tools such as paper, pen, and cardboard and 
use similar forms of communication such as sketches, drawings, 
and models there are very different approaches to design from 
each field. The issue of scale is an initial departing point. Due to 
the large scale of buildings and structures architects and interior 
designers rely on scaled models and drawings to explore designs. 
Interaction design is much more concerned with the human 
experience and tends to operate at a scale much closer to the 
human body. The focus in architectural design is generally on 
form, function and context of the site. The processes through 
which architects approach design are varied and loose largely 
dependent on previous experience from education, training, and 
practice. Mentoring also plays a large role in the process where 
much is learned from peers and supervisors or tutors [6].   
When comparing to interaction design the architectural design 
approach is not as formal or structured, this does not mean its not 
as rigorous but largely more of a personal experience. The 
interaction designers employed and introduced into the workshops 
notions that were novel to many of the architectural and interior 
designers such as bodystorming, iterative prototyping and 
experiential design. Interaction design as a discipline is 
characterised by an immediate concern for the needs of the 
individual user and their contextual setting. Iterative prototyping 
approaches such as body storming and building interactive 
prototypes at different levels of fidelity reflect the fact that 
interaction approaches cannot be envisioned at the start of a 
project but needs to be iteratively developed in stages. Research 
into participatory and co-design provides insight into how to 
effectively involve a range of stakeholders in the design process. 
The combination of interaction and architectural design methods 
allowed the team to quickly cross physical scales and materiality 
swiftly. An important characteristic of the full-sized model in this 
respect was that it supported the expertise (and non-expertise) of 
different disciplines in different ways. For the interaction 
designers, where there is less disciplinary emphasis on spatial 
relations, the full sized model provided a direct experiential 
understanding of how big the booth needed to be and how the 
various components of it would be arranged spatially. For 
architectural and interior design, the model allowed for the 
interactive components to be sketched in cardboard and ‘acted 
out’ without the need to worry about details of user interface or 
technical functioning.  In this way, the physical model provided a 
common ground that supported design discussions across 
disciplinary boundaries.  
4. FABRICATION OF THE INSTABOOTH 
The design workshops were followed by a series of meetings 
where the core team had to compile and process their outcomes to 
reach a final design of the InstaBooth structure. The design 
decisions were based on the need for a portable, flexible and 
lightweight structure. These factors informed the selection of 
materials and construction techniques. Allowing for the sharing 
and modification of the design with our international colleagues 
the design files were created in AutoCAD, a common engineering 
and architectural drafting software. These files are also readily 
used in digital fabrication techniques such as CNC machining of 
the structure. Prior to fabricating the actual structure a scaled 
model was created using the laser-cutting machine, Figure 8. This 
model provided the last opportunity to revisit the design, approve 
the aesthetics, the structural integrity and construction system of 
the InstaBooth.  
 
 
Figure 8. Laser cut model of the InstaBooth. Photo Credits: Anna 
Svennsdotter 
 
Using 21 sheets of 17mm black Formply the InstaBooth was CNC 
routed at the QUT School of Design digital fabrication laboratory, 
Figure 9. Based on furniture construction methods the structure 
requires minimal fixtures, is flat-packed, and slots into place.  
 
 
Figure 9. CNC machining of the InstaBooth. Photo Credits: 
Glenda Caldwell 
Relying on the school of design digital fabrication workshop was 
beneficial in keeping within our budget however proved to 
provide its own set of challenges. The school of design is 
comprised of seven different disciplines with over 2,000 students. 
Therefore resources such as the fabrication facilities are heavily 
utilised by the student cohorts and technicians are more concerned 
with the needs of students than the requests of academic staff. A 
research assistant who developed the CAD drawings oversaw the 
fabrication of the structure and kept the technicians focused on the 
large task at hand. Due to the high demand of the university 
facility the cutting of all the InstaBooth pieces was conducted 
over the span of two months, which could have been completed 
faster had we employed an external facility. The assembly system 
called for double-sided cutting of the Formply panels, which is a 
complicated aspect of the design and requires a skillful CNC 
technician. We see this as a design issue as it will limit the ability 
for others with access to CNC routers to successfully reproduce 
the InstaBooth in other locations. In future iterations this aspect 
will be addressed to simplify the cutting required. The doors and 
structure of the InstaBooth can all be flatpacked and transported in 
a truck or trailer. Assembly of the structure can take up to four 
hours and requires at least two people1. More time or people may 
be necessary depending on the configuration of the interaction 
modules and the extent of technology to be used [5]. The 
InstaBooth was assembled and ready for testing in public space at 
the end of April 2015 as seen in Figure 10.  
 
Figure 10. The InstaBooth, Brisbane, Australia April 2015. Photo 
Credits: Xavier Ho 
 
5. LESSONS LEARNED AND FUTURE 
DIRECTION 
The lessons learned from the design and fabrication process are 
extensive. The architectural and interior design process that 
evolved during this project benefitted largely by exposing itself to 
the structured approach presented by designers and academics 
from the interaction design discipline. An example of which is 
that the co-design workshops were useful ways of allowing for the 
different people involved and interested in the project to work 
together toward developing the InstaBooth. This took the 
experience away from an individual process to a much more 
inclusive and open way of addressing architectural and interior 
design. Combining the perspectives of the participants from 
different fields of expertise informed design decisions and 
provided rich outcomes. By allowing participants to create the 
physical prototypes they were able to communicate across 
disciplines and engaged with different aspects of their diverse 
backgrounds. The creation of physical models helped test ideas 
and increase collaboration across participants by promoting 
critical discourse regarding the overall design of the InstaBooth 
and its complexities.  
A strength of our design process that needs to be highlighted here 
lies in the parallel development of the architecture and the 
interactive media. Due to the flexible nature of the InstaBooth, 
nothing is permanently embedded into the architecture so we 
cannot claim that the design was completely interdependent. 
However, acknowledging that the architecture was fully designed 
to facilitate the interchange of interactive media and the 
interactive modules support the overall design intent of the 
InstaBooth is critical and could not have been left as an 
afterthought.  
                                                                  
1 https://vimeo.com/126311878 
Working with physical materials to prototype ideas was useful not 
only in communicating across disciplines but also in overcoming 
issues of scale, materiality, form and structure. This process 
highlighted problems and issues with the concept early on 
allowing for design responses from a variety of perspectives to 
occur quickly. Creating tangible results from each stage of the 
design process also assisted in maintaining the enthusiasm of the 
team. Although a version of the InstaBooth has been deployed in 
different locations, from each deployment we continue to gather 
input from local participants in the design and how we could 
continue to evolve it further. When possible we have addressed 
the suggestions or concerns collected from participants and keep 
adding to the InstaBooth to improve the experience for the next 
person and place.  
 
6. CONCLUSIONS TOWARDS AN OPEN 
MEDIA ARCHITECTURE 
By examining the trajectory of the Media Architecture Biennales 
in the past and exploring growing academic literature, it is evident 
that the focus of the discipline has gone from 1. technology, 2. 
space, to 3. content shifting the concern to 1. content, 2. space, 
and 3. technology [11]. This trend suggests a growing line of 
inquiry around how to push media architecture beyond façades of 
entertainment or advertisement for more meaningful purposes, 
such as how can people learn, engage, or interact with media 
architecture. Our research and focus in the design of the 
InstaBooth, has been in line with this trend focusing primarily on 
the content of the media simultaneously with how the architecture 
facilitates and supports it, the impact on space, and lastly the use 
of technology.  
In a previous paper we discussed the notion of DIY media 
architecture [4] proposing for a media architecture that is 
generated by the public itself. We argue that the InstaBooth is an 
example of DIY and Do-it-With-Others media architecture 
because of the co-design process and the ability for the users to be 
the content creators [4, 5].  The contribution we would like to 
make through this paper to the media architecture discipline is to 
extend the discussion beyond the final artefact to explore the 
meaning of the design process and how that contributes to a media 
architecture that has positive impact on the community at large.  
The underlying design principals of the InstaBooth are its ability 
to be situated and respond to the local context, and sensitivity to 
place. We believed from the onset that the InstaBooth had to 
allow for a compilation of interaction modules that responds to the 
context. The ability to change the questions asked through it and 
the combination of physical or digital interactions needed to be 
flexible. The supported interactions not only contain the media but 
also allow for users to be media creators. It is through their 
responses, engagement and interaction with each of the questions 
that the users create the content. Due to the open and anonymous 
nature of the InstaBooth and its media the users also have the 
opportunity to be the content consumers. The level of creation or 
consumption is up to his or her discretion and interest. Designing 
to allow for flexibility of engagement while also integrating the 
physical structure with the interactive media was and continues to 
be challenging. However, what we have learned from this process 
and experience in creating the InstaBooth contributes to the 
growing discourse around the value and impact of media 
architecture, particularly DIY/DIWO media architecture.  
The future directions of this research and project will focus on 
assessing the impact of a media architecture that is open to 
community control. At this point we can say that people from 
different communities respond positively to the opportunity to 
engage with and interact with media architecture for the purposes 
of having their say. Providing the ability to voice their opinions 
through a physical structure such as the InstaBooth and the 
opportunity to learn from others has been effective however what 
does this mean to the overall community, planning and decision 
processes, other buildings and streets, physical and digital 
infrastructures? What impact and ripple effects does a temporary 
media architecture intervention have compared to a permanent 
one? What does the emerging field of media architecture mean to 
its ancestors in the fields of architecture, interior design, 
interaction design, urban planning and HCI? This paper presents a 
discussion focusing on the design process of a small DIY/DIWO 
media architecture prototype, which raises many larger questions 
about media architecture as an emerging discipline and are left to 
challenge future research in this dynamic and compelling area of 
design.  
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